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Functional analysts have demonstrared thar vhen appropriate gtudent hchavior
is followed by teacher attention, the rate of apprrpriate behavior emitted by “he
students {ncrecases (Recker, Madscn, Arnold, and Thomas, 1967; Cormi~r, 1970; Hall,
Lund, and Jackson, 1968; Madsen, Becker, and Thomas, 1968). These investigators
followed a pattern of manipulating the teacher's behavior as their independent
variable and studie’' the resulting change that occurred in student bchavior as
their dependent variaole. The effects that student behavior may have on the
teacher's manner of vesponding to his students has largcly been ignored.

Although no studias weve found investigating the effects of student behavior
change on teacher behavior in a normal classrcom, it is reasouable to believe that
students do possess some form of reinforcement for teachers. Tharp and Wetzel
(1969) pointed out that in any social system cvcry individual's behavior is subject
to reinforcement. If one assumes that all bchavior is under the control of some
form of reinforcement, it is plauriblc that within the student-teacher social
relationship the student posscsses some reinforcers for the teacher.

Indirect evidence of student influence on teacher behavior wes provided by
Berberich (1970) who assessed the effects of a simulated child's correctness on
the teaching bohavior of adults. Scven undorgraduntc fomales (adults) werc
observed under conditions where they taught a simulated child a marble sorting
task. The experimenter, by lcading the adults to believe they were teaching a
real child, was able to systemtically manipulate the "child's" correctness on a
trial-by-trial basis. When correctness wes made contingent upon a particular
teaching behavior the adult increased the frequency at which she emitted that
behavior which increased correct responses. The reinforcement effect of the
“child's" correctness was demonstrated to influence the adult's use of tangible
reinforcers, verbsl rewards and punishments, and motor behavior. More direct

evidence of student influence on teacher behavior was provided by Klein (1971)




who cxamined the influences of student bechavior on teacher classroom behavior.
Twenty-four guest teachers, who uere unauare of the nature of the study, were
jnvited into 24 graduatc and undergraduate education classes. Klein manipulated
the classroom behavior of the students to include normal, positive and negatively
definced behaviors during the one class hour the guest instructor was teaching the
cluss. She found that changes in student classroom behavior had a profound cffect
on the classroom verbal and non-verbal behavior of the guest tcachers. In a
study conducted by Graubard, Rosenberg and Miller (1971) retarded childrcn were
trained to modify the behavior of teachers. The children were instructed in
"behavior modification theory and techniques,'" specifically they were taught to
use relnforceru such as eye contact, asking for c..tra help and complimentary
comments contingent upon teacher positive or negative contacts. Thase procedures
resulted in dramatic increaces in teacher positive contacts (praise) and a
decrease in negative contacts.

At present, the effect student behavior mcy have on tcacher behavior in an
elementary school classroom is largely unexplored. The present study was a
limited attempt to explore the relationship between changes in student classroom
behavior and teacher behavior. More specifically, teacher responses to students
were evaluasted as a function of systematic changes in the student's classroom

behavior.

Subjects and Setting

The study was conducted in a primary school which serves an upperclass
residential suburb primarily composed of professional families. A fifth grade
teacher wvas selected on the basis of the school principal's recommendations to
serve as the subject for the study. The teacher was a 25 year old female holding
a BS degree in elementary education with nine wonths teaching experience and was

recommended because of the problem behavior of several students in her class.



On¢ of the problem children, Robin, was an !1 yecar old male student whe was
reported to be one of the worst behavior protlems in the school. he vas sent to
the principal's officc about every othcr day. Another pro.lem child was Karen,
an 11 year cld female ir the same fifth grade class. She, tco, had a solid
reputation for ignoring behavioral rules. Both students were chosen on the buasis
of the high scorecs assigned fo them by the tcacher on measures of disruptive
behavior, as well as through anecdotal reports given by the principal. 1In addi-
tion to these students, three other students were chosen at random from the class
to serve as experimental blinds to conceal the identity of the target students

from the classroom teacher.

Depandent Variables

Teacher Behavior: The responses the teacher gave to the appropriate and
inappropriste stimulus classes of the children's behavior were considered as one
response category, teacher attention. That is, observers recorded the frequency
of teacher sttention respectively to inappropriate and appropriate categories of

bechavior of both Robin and Karen.

Teacher Verbal Responses: The observers' records of the teacher's verbal

responses to student behavior were rated by two independent judges to assess

the quality of these statements. Statements were rated as positive (those

containing praise statements), negative (those containing reprimands) or neutral

(those containing neither praise nor reprimands). Interjudge agreement was 87.47%.
Jeacher Ranking Scoyes: The teacher was given a stack of 3" x 5" plain vhite

cards each containing the name of one student in her class written on a separate

card. The teacher was asked to arrange the cards in three separate but equal

piles representing those students which were high, medium, and low on each of

the behaviors she had identified as important for her class. After the three

piles were completed, the teacher was asked to rank the low pile in order from

best to worst. This procedure was csrried out for each behavior included in the



appropriate and inappropriate categories. A teacher ranking score was obtained
by adding the student's ranks on all b_haviors. A high score indicated a student
vho was disruptive while a lov score w:.s iacdicative of a model student.

Subjective Uit of Irritation (SUI): This instrument was adapted from a

technique dev:loped by Joscph Wolpe (1958) and uscd to assess the amount of
irritation the teacher subjectively assigned to each student. The teacher vas
presented with a stack of 3" x 5" plain yhite cards each containing the rame of
one student in her class. She was asked to imagine a scala from zero to one
hundred where zero represcnted a student who caused her no irritation and one
hundred represented the worst or most irritating student she could imagine. ‘The
teacher was then asked to assign each student a place on the scale by writing a
number sepresenting the student's place on the scale on a card. A high score

indicated an irritating student and a low score a model student.

Independent Variables

Student Behavior: Initially, observers entered the classroom in order to
acclimate the teacher and her students to the presence of outsiders in the room.
During these sessions, a record was kept of the student behaviors most frequently
rcsponde& to by the teacher. Then, prior to the beginning of the experiment, the
teacher, with the suthors' help, identified and behaviorally defined those behav-
iors which she felt fell into two broad categories of behavior; sppropriaste class-
room bebavior and inappropriate clagsroom betavior. These two categories of
behavior were considered the stimulus classes for the teacher though the teacher
was unavare of this. Both classes of bchavior described the inappropriate and
Sppropriate behaviors for both Karen and Robin. The insppropriate stimulus cate-
gory included behaviors such as asking questions al.out teacher provided instruc-
tions. TPor example, in response to teacher's instructions to "sit down" or "open

your bosk," the child asked, "why ghould I do that?" Also, included in this
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category were talking to other chillren without permission, leaving seat uithout
permission and not paying attenticn. Couerally, anv behavior unrelated or
disruptive to the class activity was i.:luded by the teacher in the inappropriate
behavior category. The appropriate behavior category included behaviors such as
following instructions; for cxample, the student must sit down or open his buok
vhen instructed to do so. Also, paying attention to ongoing class activities
and having the necessary materials at his desk nceded for the ongoing activities
were defined as appropriate behaviors.

Recording Techniques and Observers: Two observers were assigned to cach clars

for each day of the study. One observer monitored thc target student's behavior
while the other observer recorded the teacher's responses to that student.
Student observers recorded the cumulative frcjuency of all behaviors occurring
in each category during the observational periods. The teacher observer recorded
the frequency of teacher responses in two ways. First, the frequency of the
teacher's social attention to the students' inappropriate and appropriate behavior
was recorded., Second, the tcacher observer recorded the verbal reactions of the
tcacher in response to the target student's bchavior. The daily observational
period consisted of approximatcly one hour and was divided into four rqual time
periods. The two target students were observed for two *ime periods each day;
the order of observation was randomized. The behavior cf the students and the
teacher's reactions to the students were monitored throughout the ;tudy.
Observers were not told the purpose of the experiment nor were they informed of
experimental changes during the study. The observers were requested to avoid
all interaction with both the teacher and students in the clags at all times.
Obgerver Trainiag and Relisbility: Six undergraduate students in an Educa-
tional Psychology class served as observers. All students received class credit
for pazticipating as observers. Observers were trained through role playing
and a video tape simulation of the classroom behaviors identified by the teacher.



Observer reliability was calculated by the total number of agreements divided by
the total number of agrecements plus total runber of disagreements. An agreement
between observers constituted the saner nuuber of frequency tallies for each
categery of behavior. Avcrage reliability for tcacher observers was 93.9% with

a range of 90.3% to 100%. Avecrage reliability for student observers was 83.6%
vith a range of 82% to 85.4%. Observer reliabilities were also assessed following
the completion of respective baselines for each student. Tcacher observers
averaged 88.97 with a range of 83.3% to 100%; student observer reliability
averaged 82.27% with a range of 77.4% to 89.7%.

Design of the Study: A multiple baseline across behaviors design was used

(after Hall, Cristler, Cranston, and Tucker, 1970). This design allous for an
inference of casual relationship if bchavior changes coincide across the multi-
ples at the point when the experimental procedurc is introduced. After the
baselines of the teacher's reactions to each student were obtained, the experi-
mental phases vore @8pplied successively to her reactions to Robin and later to
Karen. The tcacher's reactions to both students were measured concurrently.

In an attempt to avoid possible differential treatment toward the target
students by the teacher and to obscure the identity of the target students,
three experimental blind subjccts were employed although the behavior of thesge
students wes not monitored by the observers nor was the teacher's reaction to
these students recorded. Each time the authors interviewed a target student at
least one experimental blind student was also intervicwed before or after the
target student. Both target students and expcrimental blind students werc alvays
seen individually. The classroom teacher was kept unaware of the identity of the
target students throughout the study. The study was carried out in four phases:

Baseline: Before beginning baseline observations, the authors met with all
the target students and the cxperimental blind students to solicit their coopera-

tion. All students were told that they each would be doing something different




and that it was very important that they tell no one, not even each other, about
their individual preject. The impertavce cof sacrecy was repeatedly stressed
throughout all phases of each experiment. During this phase all students were

given an individual guidance activity taker from A Teaching Program in Human

Behavior and Mental Health Handbook V for Fifth Graders by Ojemann, Dykstra and

Pritchett (1969). Students were not informed that they were being observed.

Instruction. Instruction was initiated with the target students during this
condition. To assess whether the student's behavior could bg controlled without
the use of tangible reward, thc target students vere asked to think of some ways
they could improve their relationship with their teacher. The target students
individually agreed upon the behaviors previously identified as appropriate as a
way they could behave to improve their rclations with their teacher. In additior,
the students agreed upon the identified inappropriate behaviors as behaviors to
be avoided. Thc students werc not told how the bchaviors were identified. Daily
confurences were held with the target students to discuss the students' efforts
and success in changing their behavior during this phase., Although the students
were rot told the observers wcre monitoring their behavior, the observations
were used to informally communicate their daily progress to the students. The
experimental blind students continued to receive individual guidance activities
as in the Baseline phase.

Tangible Reward: Because the procedure used in Phase I1 did not result in
adequate manipulation of student behavior, the target students were offered a
tangible reward (model car kits for Robin and popular phonograph recordings for
Karen) for each two day period they emitted onc or less inappropriate behaviors
per day. The students were told they were boing obscrved and that the obscrvers
would give daily reports on thair behavior to the authors. At this tine, the
students ucre also encouraged to attempt to incrcuic their appropriate behavior
as they eliminatcd inappropriatc behavior; however, no contimgency was placed

on this. Both students were given a daily report on thair performance. The



guidance related activitics uere continucod with the experimental blind students.
Reversal: Only Robin was used in this phase of Experiment 1, He was told

that the study was completed for him, thut the cbservers would mo longer be
attending to his behavior and that he hod dorne an excellert job. The authors
encouraged Robin to maintain his modificd behavior (a high percentage of appio-
priate bchavior). The authors continiued to interact with other children in the
class but no longer with Robin. The obscrvers continued to monitor Robin's
behavior and the teacher's rcaction to the student as in the previous phases of

the study.

RESULLS

As described in the procedure section, tl.e tcacher responses to appropriate
and inappropriate behavior vere monitored for both Robin and Karen. Appropriate
behavior was considered desirable for the classroom, and inappropriate bchavior
was considered undesirable. To simplify the data presentation, the childrens'
behavior is prescnted in terms of the percent of appropriate and the percent of
inappropriate behavior the children engaged in. The teacher's reactions to the
childrens' bchavior is presented in terms of the percentage of her reaction to
appropriate and inappropriate behavior of the children.

Figure 1-A shows that Robin engaged in a high percentage of inappropriate
behavior throughout the Baseline and Instruction phases of the study. During
tﬁese two phases, a high percentage of the teacher's responses were to Robin's
inappropriate behavior; her verbal responses to Robin were mostly negative.

(See Table I)

Upon introduction of the Tangible Reward Phase, the percentage of inappro-

priate behavior emitted by Robin decreased. Concurrently, during this phase, the
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perccacage of the teacher's responses to Robin's inappropriate behavior decrcascd;
also the percentage of her negative verbal responses decreased and the percentage
of positive verbal response rosc. The percentage of Robin's inappropriate
bechavior increased during the Reversal phase z2s did the percentage of the teaclier's
responses to Robin's inappropriate bechavior. The percentage of the teacher's

negative verbal responses increased slightly.

P R T LR X X Ryt

Table 1 indicates a decline in Teacher Ranking Scale scores over all phascs
but the Reversal Phase. The SUI score remained essentially unchanged through
threce phases of the study but decreased during the Reversal phase.

Figure 1-B indicates a pattern of behavior for Karen similar to that of€
Robin. Karen engaged in a high percentage of inappropriate behavior throughout
the first two phases. Likewisc, a high percentage of the teacher's responses
Were to inappropriate bchavior emitted by Raren. A relatively high percentage
of the teacher's verbal cormments were negative in nature and a low percentage
were positive during these phases. During the Tangible Reward Phase, the
percentage of insppropriatc bchavior emitted by Karen decreased markedly, and
concurrently, the percentage of the teacher’'s attention to Karen's inappropriate
behavior decreased. 1In additi..., the percentage of negative verbal responses
decreased and the percentage of positive verbal responses rose.

Kcren's SUL scores in Table 1 progressively decreased during all phases of
the study. The Teacher Rankings decreased through all phases of the study but

increased at the last administration.

D1ISCUSSION
The data presented provided evidence that changes in the classroom behavior

of the students had consistent effects on the teacher's behavior. This evidence
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is made more compelling through the use of the multiple baseline design, Vith

such a design, if the effect ociurs su.:ccssively as the treatment is multiply
applied, then it is possible to make ca-ual icfereaces. 1In this study, the
treatment was applied successively across the teacher'- behavior toward students.,
The modifications in both students' inappropriate behavior (the independent
variable) coincided with decreases in the teacher's bchavior toward each respective
student, The type of tcacher social attention, whether predominately to appru-
priate or inappropriatc student behavior, delivered by the tcacher varicd for

both students as a result of their changc of behavior. This is consistent uith
findings by Klein (1971) that the behavior of college students has a profound
effect on teachers and Graubard (1971) wvhere retarded stuacnts were able to learn
to reinforce specific teacher bchaviors. In addition, the quality of the teacher's
verbal responses (whether positive or negative), the amount of subjective irrita-
tion caused by each student and the tcacher's ranking score for cach student
appeared to vary as a result of the experimental changes made in the student's
behavior.

Two features of this study merit further discussion. First, the study was
modeled on other studies which have attempted to modify a teacher's classroom
behavior directly and the student behavior indirectly (Cormier, 1970, McAllister,
et al, 1969). 1In this type of study, the students' bchavior was changed through
the intervention of the experimenters who got the teacher to change his behavior
through the use of instructions. These investigators held frequent conferences
uvith the teachers involved following experimental scssions to provide feedback in
the form of praise or criticism to the participating teachers. In ;ome cases
it was necessary to provide more tangible reuards (such as college credit) in
order to secure the teacher's éoopcrltion (Hall, 1971). In this study, an attempt
was made to change the childrens' behavior through instruction in much the same

manner that has been generally employed with teachers. That is, the children were
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told they could improve the claissroom buhevirr of their teacher trvard themselves
hy changing their behavicr. 1n thi: st 3y, .» has 3an lrerusly bran reported with
teachers, (nstruction and feeddack alowm ¢'d wut pr durr a sufficlient alterati -n
of the \ndependent vasiallc, the child’s Hehavinr, to produce an effect. It may
be hypothesized these children found the teacher aversive encugh (Both children
stated they did mot like the teacher) thet they felt there wae ao possibility to
be reusrded for appropriste behavier. Ia amy cove, through the wee of tangible
rewazd, both childrea g:é:clly chan~:d thefr Lohaviore vith the rosulting (honse
ia the teacher's behavior tmmrd thea.

Secondly, 0 untdirection.] appreach wae t/tea. Thie (s the traditional
approsch taken by reseavrchers tavestigating inZluencca o claseronn behavior.
Cenerelly, only the teacher’s (nfluence on eti'ent beohavior Lo obeerved, (n thie
otudy, the teacher’'e behavior wes favestigatet. This approach hae severs] limita-
tions as have been moted by Boll, 1968, and Bell, 1571. Pertape the moet sericus
and evideat of the limitations (o thet (¢t iganres the twe-way asture of eay cociel
interection. This oversight may beo eme facter Lo the diffiocuity behavier snalyete
have experienced (s ashicving goesrvelisstion (0'leary snd Drebmsa, 1971; Naanley,
1970; ond Ensdin ond Bootsin, 1972). VWith a *reditiona] oppreseh, reiaforcement
frem the {agevvention specialiste {6 vwithdrown frem the tescher snce the imter-
veation pregrea is csumplete. uvader these conditions, teschere often Petura to
pre-intervention tesching tochaiques. The sems pattern appesve o hold vith Rebir.
onse the taangible rowssd ws vithdrewn, hie boheviny bagse to retura to & pre-
iatesvention pattern. Grouberd, gt 8], (1571) ssted that the mew tescher bohaviers
ostablished through reinfovesnmsat delivered by retavdel ehildven “...Rhold to some
ontont oves whea relnfovesmsnt was withdvewn.’ WNswever, their overell recuite
vere oimilar to Robin’e bohavier duriag reverssl, thet (o, the fadividusl'e
behovier roverted to bosolins opproninmnticns. The questicn Whieh (o vetced heve,
Sut vasaswsred, (o Whet contiangsnsics 000 presest which csuse the behevier chenge?




This seems to (mdicate the necessity cf tating a broader appreach te
room behavior modification. Tris :tudy ha. shcoim a student can affec’
behavinr; other resesrch has shoiwm terc.iers .n affect student hehavi. .
alen apparent that the parsmsters of the tww participants’ behavior in this social
fateraction {s very similar.

An i(nteresting fssve associated with this study comcerns the relative cxpense
of trafning oducation petscnnal. Tescher training often commands the expenditure
of fairly grest reseurres vith semetimes questionsdle results (Pophm, 1971). It
has been repotted (Valher and Buckley, 1972) that time to trainm students vas rels-
tively low -ompared te the timne mecessary Lo ruim toschers. This (mplies that
teacher tratlniag may not be the mnst efficiont ® thad of establiching appropriate
clacsreen boheovieots. If students cam be trair. 4 wi'h lese cost and equal or mote
efficioncy porhepe we should evitch our tescher training institutions to student
treining ftastitutions. Students cortaialy appear to have the mocesasry reiaforci. i
propetties to maaage tescher bobavieor. A mere fealiotic (aplicaticn, however, is
thet we bagin te consider progrems wvhich simuitanceusly wvork vith both students
ond teschors. There Lo 00 Wote TE000R to lesve student behavier to chamse thee
there (o teschor bohavier. Pethaps, (il coch mamber of the classrvesn structete,
student and tescher, one loara to effestively reinfovce apprepriste behevievs in
the other, canduriag (des] lestning ecsaditions esn be achicved snd miatained.
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FIGURE 1
A. The nercentage of inappropriate behavier endtted by Robin and the teacher's percentaye of
response to Robin's imappropriate behavier,
The percentage of inappropriate behavior emittced by Karen and the teacher's percentaze of
respon:e ty Xaren's inappropriate behavior,
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